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Bleyer: Measuring teacher effectiveness

Evaluation of instruction is a
complicated activity.

I Measuring
teacher
effectiveness
By Dorothy R. Bleyer

The Undergraduate Teaching and Curriculum Committee at Southern Illinois University appointed by the
vice president for academic affairs was charged to
develop guidelines to be used by the various schools and
colleges with in the university in formulating procedures
for evaluating instruction w ithin the academic units. As a
member of the committee, the writer prepared this article
which reviews and summarizes recent literature on the
evaluation of teaching effectiveness at the tertiary level.
The purpose of th is endeavor is not to investigate
whether such evaluation should occur. For indeed, it is
axiomatic to state that evaluation of instruction always
takes place. Teachers constantly are evaluated by stu·
dents, administrators, colleagues, and the public. tt is
rather the purpose of this article to provide information
which will assist administrators and ad hoc committees
for review and evaluation in answering the following ques·
tions.
1) Shall the evaluation of instruction be systematized
by the development of evaluative methodology?
2) Who shall be the evaluators?
3) What criteria shall be used for measuring teaching
effectiveness?
4) How shall the information be collected and pro·
cessed?
5) How shall the results of evaluation be used?
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Teacher evaluation has been with us for as long as
teaching has occurred; however, the methods of
evaluation and the emphases placed upon it have changed
with social and economic factors throughout different
periods of our history. Some writers place the search for a
valid index of teaching skill among Mankind's Perenn ial
Quests, third in order af ter the search for the Holy Grail
and the Fountain o f Youth.
We are still in the Decade of Accountability (Austin,
1971). Watergate inquiries, new guidelines for the use of
human subjects in research, " Nader's Raiders," cost ac·
counting in the schools
,
enviro nmentalist groups-these
and more refl ecte til growing concern over the degree to
whic h ind ividuals and institut ions should be held respon·
sibte for the consequences o f their decis ions and actions.
That teachers need to be accountable is no longer in
question . The present debate is over what approaches to
accountability are app ropriate for the assessment of
teaching effectiveness.
Philosophical views of proper methods of teacher
evaluat ion vary from the very informal, subjective, qualita·
tive assessment of a professional (Bidd le and Ellena, 1964)
to the rig Idly structured statist ical approach which c losely
resembles the management-by-objec tives technique used
by industry (Bolton, 1973). Both of these views have sub·
stantive studies and writings to support them.
There are, however, several factors existing at the
present time which seem to call for the pragmatic response of some type of formal evaluation of instruction at
all levels:
1) Governmental controls
The public d iscontent regarding educational
quality has manifested itself in some states as
legislat ively enacted educational assessment
programs. In California
the legislature enacted a
,
mandatory teacher·evaluat
ion
system (The Stull Act)
for public schools there.
Other governmental agencies at the state and
national levels, such as the Illinois Board of Higher
Education, Division of Adu lt, Vocat ional and Techni·
cal Education, and HEW, which control or influence
allocations of funds to educational institutions, in·
creasingly are requiring evidence of quality performance which, in many cases, involves teaching
competency.
2) lnstltutlonal pollcles
Internal pressures also are mandating evalua·
tlon of teaching . The Guldellnes for 1976 Promotion
and Tenure Recommendations prepared by the vice
president for academic affairs at Southern Illinois
University at Carbondale state, "The first step in pro·
motion and tenure decision making is an evaluation
of teaching effectiveness . . . It is vital that information concerning teaching effectiveness be inc luded
as part of the evaluation."
In an article in a recent issue of the student
newspaper, The Dally Egyptian, SIU-C President
Warren Brandt lists mandatory student evaluation of
instructors as one of the important campus issues.
Other colleges and un iversities report similar efforts
to require evaluation of instruction.
3) Sophistication of research design
The effectiveness of an instructional treatment
may be measured by student performance. Since the
5
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outcome (studen t performance) o f any instructional
event In which a teacher is involved is influenced by
the teacher himself, the individual teacher must be
considered an instructional treatment and evaluated
as such. Much o f the teacher effectiveness research
carried on during this century has been directed
toward the Isolation of some kind of measure of in·
struction that could be used as a dependent variable.
It was hoped that such a dependent variable could

then be used to discern the retatlve infl uence of
selected independent variables.
4) Professlonallzation of teachers
Because teacher evaluations arrived at in a very
vague and per1unctory manner were becoming the
basis for salary Increases, and in line with their
developing professionalism, the NEA, in its resolution in 1961, recognized that "it is a major responsibility of the teaching profession, as of other profes-

Fig. I. Numbers In parentheses Indicate references.
STRENGTHS
a) Meet with less resistance
because they are traditional and
expected. (10, 11, 14)
b) Convenient to secure. ( 11)
c) In a position to act upon results.

Students
(Present)

a) Results tend to show consistency. (10, 14)
b) In direct contact with teaching
process. (14)
c) Studies show that college
teac hers are responsive to
students' rating s (subseq uent
evaluations show Improvement). (15)
d) Two-way evaluation at college
level develops a mutual feeling
of trust. (1, 15)
e) Positive addition to communication process.
f) Correlate highly with ad·
minlstratlve ratings. (9)
g) In keeping with "consumer
satisfaction" concept. (5)
h) Increased validity when fear of
reciprocity Is removed.

a) Considerable
" " halo effect

Peers

a) Most aware of teaching conditions and expectations.
b) Exchange of ideas may con·
tribute to Improvement o f in·
struotlon .
c) Ranks by peers give valid (
results. 10)

a) "Halo effec
t"
influences peer
ratings. (10)
b) Peers dislike evaluating
colleagues for salary, promotion,
and tenure decisions.
c) No time for observation and con ·
ferences.

Self

a) Self·ldentlficatlon of
weaknesses should lead directly
to improvement.
bl Agrees with professionalism
resolution.

a) Tendency for instructors to
overrate themselves. (10)
b) Shows
ligible
neg
correlation
with administrative and student
ratings.

Outside
experts

a) Trained observers. (2)
b) Objective evaluation. (2)
c) Each teacher evaluated by same
standard. (2)

a) Costly.

lncreasi ng In
use.

(Former)
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WEAKNESSES
a) If not engaged in actual
teaching for some time, he may
not be capable of judging
teaching competency.
b) May base his evaluation on indirect Information, d ue to lack of
time for observation.
c) May be Influenced by "halo ef·
fect." (3)

SOURCE
Administrators

found. (6)
b) Tangenlial factors (grades, age
o f instructor, etc.) may affect
ratings. (4, 12)
c) Some s tudies show that student
ratings at higher education level
correlate negatively with student
learning gain. (6)
d) Costly and difficult to secure.
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sionals, to evaluate the quality of services." (NEA
Proceedings, 1961, 189·93)
administrators, students, peers, self, an
Potentially,
outside group, or any combination of these can engage in
formal evaluation . All of these groups informally eval uate
teachers now. Each of the potential evaluators brings a
different perspective to the evaluation-a perspective
which may limit or enhance the valid ity of his assessment.
A review of the literature shows there are strengths
and weaknesses of each source o f evaluation. These
strengths and w eaknesses are summarized and presented
in tabular form. (See Fig. I)
Es tablishing the criteria for assessing teacher ef·
fectiveness may be the most complex element o f the en·
tire evaluation process. The writers are in general
agreement that there is diversi ty In criteria according to
level of instruction, type of subject matter, situational
constraints, in addition to other factors. McNeil says, " In·
creasingly those In college are recognizing that good
teaching is not a phenomenon, but a class of diverse
phenomena, with various criteria and somet imes in·
compatible traits." (McNei l, 1971 _
, p. 27)
Most sources consulted inc luded the following as
possible criteria for teacher evaluation: professional
qualifications, techniques of Instruction, teaching results
(measured by student performance), classroom manage·
ment, social relations (at titudes toward students, col·
leagues, administrators), and personal characteristics. It
is a general recommendation that the criteria for evalua·
tion be developed jointly by those (or their represen ·
tatives) who are to be involved in the evaluation process,
using a systematic and comprehensive approach. Ryans
(1957) found that when c riteria were developed from em·
pirically supported and rational considerations. they were
likely to be relevant and usable.
In selecting measures for evaluations, a major rule of
thumb is "select the instrumen t that best fi ts your purpose," i.e., identify the measurement techniques and
strategies that provide the data desired . Practical con·
siderations in the choice of instruments are the (1) cost
factor, (2) time factor, and (3) source factor. Other
n· co
siderations in the choice of instruments are relevance,
reliabi lity, validity, and ease of administration.
Instruments which are being used with varying
degrees of success include rating scales, structured and
non-structured comments, systematic observation, pupil·
test performance, follow-up studies of students, and video
tape or audio tape record ings of c lassroom presentations.
There is overwhelming evidence that the first t wo are used
most often and possibly least reliable. Their advantage is
the low cost and the ease of administration. Reliability of
rating scales may be Inc reased by Incl uding low-in ference
Items and by training the evaluators.
Systematic observations minimize the influence o f
observer bias. The observer records whether a specific
behavior occurred but makes no value judgment as to
whether the behavior is " good" or "bad .'' Use has shown
this instrument to be reliable by a high degree of in·
terobserver agreement. There are weaknesses of this in·
strument. Negative factors not accounted for may be so
potent that they cancel out the teacher's positive action.
Another weakness of al I observation instruments Is that
tendency-type research studies are being used to make
particu lar judgments about an ind ividual teacher. Most
writers feel pupil
-test
performance shOuld not be used for
SPRING, 1980
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pu rposes of teacher evaluation as studies 1.n dlcate that
pupi l·test performance tends to be a func tion of in·
tell igence rather than teacher effectiveness.
A follow-up study of former students in the form of a
questionnaire might be one of the most valuable mea·
sures of teacher competence. However, the relatively high
cost and d i fficulty of imp lementation has limited its use.
A rather recent innovation in teacher evaluation is
video and audio tape recordings of mi ni-presentations in
the classroom. This measure has real potential for use in
self-evaluation for purposes of instructional improvement.
This evaluation tool was used by the writer in a
mathematics class during the previous semes ter along
with feedback from a student evaluation team. The team
of students volunteered to meet regularly with a resource
person from the University's Learning Resources Center
to discuss the instructor's strengths and weaknesses. The
learning specialist relayed the students' remarks to the in·
structorwith suggestions for improvement as appropriate.
The exercise was found to be constructive and non-threat·
enlng.
The evaluation of teac hers may serve many purposes:
to improve teach ing, to reward superior performance, to
supply information for modi fying assignments, to protect
both the individual and t he institu tion in legal matters, and
to generate plans for ind ividual growth and development.
There seems to be general agreement among educat ors
that improvement of instruction is the most important purpose. Teachers' reception to formal evaluation efforts
tends to be far more positive if a formative evaluation
program is developed w hich includes opportunities and
facilities to correct weaknesses and defici'3ncies
.
It is
considered virtually unethical to subject teachers to the
intense scrutiny of current evaluation procedures w ithout
offering developmental programs for their use.
Since there is Increasi ng pressure from boards of
education and taxpayers to reward s uperior performance,
evaluat ion may serve to identi fy those deserving salary in·
creases based on merit. However, writers claim this use of
evaluation is in direct conflict with the viewpoint of the
majority of teachers. They suggest the teachers' major ob·
jection to evaluation for this purpose stems from the sub·
jective nature of most evaluation system s. The results of a
formalized evaluation process s urely are more objective
and to be preferred over other measures in use at the
present time. In a recent s tudy reported with tongn·ue-i
cheek, Clifford Hooker (1978) found physical proximity to
the merit rater (distances between offices) to be a better
predic tor of salary increase than teaching load, quantity of
publications, or number of graduate student s supervised.
Information gathered In the evaluation process may
be used to modify teachers' assignments, either by
promotion, changes In teaching load, or release. While
these are necessary activities in ed ucational institutions,
when evaluation emphasizes the s ummatlve aspect, it
tends to be viewed negatively and to undermine staff mo·
rale. Some writers contend, however, that better staff mo·
rale and a better instructional program result from a well·
defined system of evaluation and orderly dismissal proce·
pures for incompetent teachers.
Emphasis on the legal aspects of teac her evaluation
can be viewed negatively by teachers unless they realize
that their own protection agains t unjust charges as well as
that of the in stitution can be assured by documentation of
performance.
7
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SUM MARY
Researchers agree evaluation of instruction is a com·
plicated activity, difficult to conceptualiie fully in all Its
ramifications, and even m0<e difficult to i mplement with
sound substance and fair process. The writings reviewed
by the author agree upon the following general recom·
mendations:
1) that evaluators using standard techniques recog nlie their weaknesses and interpret the results accordingly;
2) that researchers continue to study and refine the
more promising techniques;
3) that all persons who are to be involved in the
evaluation system also participate in the develop·
ment of it;
4) that the evaluation process include multiple,
rather than single, indicators of a teacher's skill
,
and
5) that the emphasis be on helping an individual to
Improve his contribution to the learning ex·
perience.
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